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SECTION 1 – THE DECISION  

Decision 

It is my decision to authorize the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion Project Proposed Action Alternative as 

described in the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion Environmental Assessment (EA) (EA #OR–104–07–05), as 

updated below.  The Little Wolf Quarry Expansion Project will occur on 3.3 acres of Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) administered lands located in the Administratively Withdrawn and Late-

Successional Management Area (LSMA) Land Use Allocations, located in the Upper Umpqua Fifth-Field 

Watershed (Section 1, T. 25 S., R. 08 W., Willamette Meridian), along the 24-8-36.0 road (also known as 

the Little Wolf road). 

 

Quarry expansion will cover occur on 3.3 acres, including 2.0 acres of new surface disturbance, and will 

remove approximately 400,000 cubic yards of rock.  Blasting will occur multiple times (as needed) over 

the expected lifespan of the quarry which is anticipated to be 25 years.  The expansion will extend the 

quarry floor southwest about 120 feet, past the existing main quarry headwall.  The expansion will not cut 

back into the headwall or toward the old overburden to the north.   

 

The project will have no measurable increase in non-productive land during each phase of development as 

reclamation of the existing quarry will be concurrent with the expansion of the quarry into new areas. 

Reclamation of the site will consist of a visual and sediment barrier consisting of undisturbed slope 

varying from 25 to 75 feet in width will be left overlooking the 24-8-36.0 road.  Surfaces disturbed during 

quarry expansion and slopes re-contoured for reclamation will drain toward the quarry floor.  The 

drainage will then be routed to a settling pond with a spillway exiting the quarry in the same approximate 

location as the existing drainage ditch.   

 

Expansion of the Little Wolf Quarry will occur in five phases: 

 Phase 1 - rock will be excavated from the western arm of the quarry floor (at the base of the 

headwall), creating a depression for a sediment settling pond.  Drainage from subsequent phases 

will be directed to this pond.    

 Phases 2, 3, and 4 - will expand onto previously forested surfaces, starting at the lowest elevation 

and expanding upward.  The second phase will mine the southern part of the quarry.  The third 

and fourth phases will mine the western part.  During these two phases, the western arm of the 

quarry floor will expand to the southwest. 

 Phase 5 - will remove the remaining saleable material and final reclamation of 6.4 acres of the 

Little Wolf Quarry will be completed. A shallow swale and stream with riparian characteristics 

will be created in place of the drainage ditch during the fifth phase.  The entrance and aggregate 

stockpile sites will remain in their current locations when the project is completed, although the 

entrance may be narrowed. 

 

Expansion of the quarry will include 2.0 acres of new surface disturbance into an area that is currently 
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forested by a 71 year-old stand of second-growth timber (EA, pgs. 3, 16) within the LSMA.  Before 

quarry expansion begins, all trees on the 2.0 acres of new surface disturbance will be harvested and sold 

(approximately 35.9 thousand board feet [35.9 MBF]). 

 

The Project Design Features that will be implemented as part of Little Wolf Quarry Expansion are 

described on pages 9 to 12 of the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion EA.  These project design features will be 

implemented as the quarry expansion proceeds. 

 

Updated Information 

The updated information, described below, has been considered but does not alter the conclusions of the 

analysis.  

 

1) Quarry Reclamation: 

During quarry reclamation (phase 5 of the project), a pond with wetland margins will be developed as 

described in the EA (pg. 9).  The finished pond area will be a maximum of approximately 15 feet 

deep to avoid intercepting ground water.  The pond will be approximately 50 to 75 feet in diameter.   

 

Prior to reclamation, the existing depression in the floor of the quarry will remain throughout the 

operational life-span of the quarry.  It will be used as a settling pond to reduce sedimentation during 

quarry operation.  Creation of a pond will not be necessary while this depression remains.   

 

 

2) Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

Climate change and greenhouse gas emissions have been identified as an emerging resource concern 

by the Secretary of the Interior (Secretarial Order No. 3226; January 16, 2009), the OR/WA BLM 

State Director (IM-OR-2010-012; January 13, 2010), and by the general public through comments on 

previous, recent analyses. 

Forster et al. 2007 (pgs. 129-234), incorporated here by reference, reviewed scientific information on 

greenhouse gas emissions and climate change and concluded that human-caused increases in 

greenhouse gas emissions are extremely likely to have exerted a substantial warming effect on global 

climate.  Literature, however, has not yet defined any specifics on the nature or magnitude of any 

cause and effect relationship between greenhouse gases and climate change. 

 

The U.S. Geological Survey, in a May 14, 2008 memorandum (USDI USGS, 2008) to the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service, summarized the latest science on greenhouse gas emissions and concluded that 

it is currently beyond the scope of existing science to identify a specific source of greenhouse gas 

emissions or sequestration and designate it as the cause of specific climate impacts at a specific 

location.  Given this uncertainty, this analysis is focused on calculating greenhouse gas emissions and 

carbon storage, in the context of carbon release and sequestration. 

 

Forests store carbon through photosynthesis, and release carbon through respiration and decay, 

affecting atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, and thereby affecting global climate.  Forest 

management can be a source of carbon emissions through deforestation and conversion of lands to 

non-forest condition, or store carbon through forest growth or afforestation (2008 Final EIS, pg. 220).   

 

Values presented in this analysis, in terms of carbon stored and carbon released, are expressed as 

tonnes (metric tons).  This is the unit of measure that is most commonly used in scientific literature to 
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express carbon storage and release.  One tonne of carbon is equivalent to 3.67 tons of carbon dioxide 

(U.S. EPA, 2005).   

 

The 2008 Final EIS (pgs. 488-490), incorporated by reference, described current information on 

predicted changes in regional climate.  That description concluded the regional climate has become 

warmer and wetter with reduced snowpack and continued change is likely.  The description also 

concluded that changes in resource impacts as a result of climate change would be highly sensitive to 

specific changes in the amount and timing of precipitation, but those changes are too uncertain to 

predict at this time.  Because of this uncertainty, it is not possible to predict changes in vegetation 

types and condition, wildfire frequency and intensity, streamflow, or wildlife habitat in the project 

area. 

 

Even though a causal link between a specific project, such as the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion, and 

specific climate change effects cannot be made, the amount of carbon released or stored can be 

estimated for this project.  The values presented in this analysis are estimates based on modeled 

outputs and should be considered approximations. 

 

The Little Wolf Quarry Expansion is generally an extractive project where additional carbon is not 

expected to be sequestered during the remaining operational life of the quarry (i.e. 25 years).  

However, carbon will be released through: (1) fossil fuel consumption during quarry operations and 

final reclamation, (2) timber harvest of 35.9 MBF of timber on the 2.0 acres of 71 year-old forest, and 

(3) the removal of remaining vegetation and soil from 2.0 acres of 71 year-old forest.  Carbon release 

was modeled for the 25 years the quarry is expected to be operational. 

 

Carbon Release from Fossil Fuel Consumption: 

The primary source of carbon release for the Little Wolf Quarry expansion is the consumption of 

fossil fuels during the regular operation of the quarry.  The amount of fuel consumed was 

estimated to be 16,456 gallons annually which equates to 45.3 tonnes of carbon released into the 

atmosphere annually for the next 25 years (Table 1).  In addition, in 25 years, when the quarry is 

expected to be exhausted, there will be an expenditure of fossil fuels (10,200 gallons) to perform 

final reclamation activities that is estimated to release 28.1 tonnes of carbon (Table 1). 

 

The conversion from gallons of fossil fuel consumed to tonnes of carbon released follow the 

methodology presented in the Johnson Cleghorn Thinning EA (refer to NEPA#: DOI-BLM-OR-

R040-2011-011-EA; Appendix D; “Carbon Release in Fossil Fuels”; pgs. 138-140).  The only 

sources of fossil fuel consumption considered in this analysis were for the quarrying of rock, 

reclamation of the quarry, and harvest/hauling of the standing timber (described below).  Other 

sources of fossil fuel consumption (e.g. hauling of quarried rock and the use of that quarried rock) 

were not considered because the destination(s) of the quarried rock is unknown and cannot be 

reasonable quantified. 
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Table 1.  Fossil Fuel Consumption for Little Wolf Quarry Operation & Reclamation. 

Equipment Used 
Days of 

Operation1 

Fossil Fuel Consumed Carbon 

Released2 

(tonnes) 
per Hour1 

(gallons) 
per Day 

(gallons) 
Total 

(gallons) 

Annual 

Quarry 

Operation 

Front End Loader 30 12.5 106 3,188 8.8 

Excavator 30 14.0 119 3,570 9.8 

Dozer 30 13.5 115 3,443 9.5 

Track Drill 14 14.0 119 1,666 4.6 

Rock Crusher 30 18.0 153 4,560 12.6 

SUBTOTAL 612 16,456 45.3 

Final 

Reclamation 

Front End Loader 30 12.5 106 3,188 8.8 

Excavator 30 14.0 119 3,570 9.8 

Dozer 30 13.5 115 3,443 9.5 

SUBTOTAL 340 10,200 28.1 
1 Estimates of fuel consumption for quarry operations were provided by Eric Heenan (Mining Specialist), 12-02-2010. 
2 The conversion from gallons of fossil fuel consumed to tonnes of carbon released follow the methodology presented 

in the Johnson Cleghorn Thinning EA (refer to NEPA#: DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2011-011-EA; Appendix D; “Carbon 

Release in Fossil Fuels”; pgs. 138-140). 

 

 

Carbon Release from Timber Harvest of Standing, Live Trees: 

The amount of carbon released from harvest of the standing timber was estimated using the same 

methodology used in several of the recent Swiftwater Field Office analyses, the most recent of 

which was Johnson Cleghorn Thinning EA (refer to NEPA#: DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2011-011-EA; 

Appendix D; “Carbon Storage in Standing, Live Trees”; pgs. 135-136).  Using this methodology, 

timber harvest associated with the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion will release 88 tonnes of carbon 

at the time of harvest.  For simplicity, it was assumed in this estimation that all carbon currently 

held in the standing timber will be released into the atmosphere.  This is an overestimation since 

some fraction of the carbon will remain stored in wood products.  

 

In addition, the harvest of this timber will consume approximately 191 gallons of fossil fuel 

which will release approximately 0.5 tonne of carbon into the atmosphere.  The amount of fossil 

fuels consumed during operations to harvest 35.9 MBF was estimated using the same 

methodology presented in the Johnson Cleghorn Thinning EA (refer to NEPA#: DOI-BLM-OR-

R040-2011-011-EA; Appendix D; “Carbon Release in Fossil Fuels”; pgs. 138-140). 

 

Carbon Release from Other Than Live Trees: 

Similarly, the amount of carbon released from vegetation and soil removal (separate from the 

standing timber described above) within the 71 year-old stand was estimated using the same 

methodology used in the Johnson Cleghorn Thinning EA (refer to NEPA#: DOI-BLM-OR-R040-

2011-011-EA; Appendix D; “Carbon Storage in Forests Other Than Live Trees”; pg. 136).  The 

removal of the remaining vegetation, snags, woody debris, and soil within the 2.0 acres of new 

surface disturbance will release approximately 141 tonnes of carbon (i.e. 70.3 tonnes of carbon 

per acre). 

 

Overall, the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion will release 229.5 tonnes of carbon initially and then 45.3 

tonnes of carbon annually thereafter as rock is quarried for the next 25 years.  In addition, at final 

reclamation, an additional 28.1 tonnes of carbon will be released into the atmosphere.  Initial carbon 

release from the quarry will constitute less than 0.00000004 percent of annual global carbon 

emissions and less than 0.0000002 percent of annual U.S. carbon emissions (Table 2).  Annual carbon 
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release from the quarry will constitute less than 0.000000007 percent of annual global carbon 

emissions and less than 0.00000003 percent of annual U.S. carbon emissions (Table 2). 

 

After final reclamation, Little Wolf Quarry will begin to sequester carbon from the atmosphere at an 

unknown rate, but is expected to be less than the rate of carbon release during the operational life of 

the quarry.  For example, the average rate of carbon sequestration in a forest stand 42-51 years old is 

roughly 3.0 tonnes of carbon per acre per year (based on the Johnson Cleghorn Thinning EA; 

NEPA#: DOI-BLM-OR-R040-2011-011-EA; Table 49; pg. 98).  Therefore, since approximately 6.4 

acres of the quarry will be reclaimed (Little Wolf Quarry Expansion EA, 8), the Little Wolf Quarry 

will sequester an estimated 19.2 tonnes of carbon per year following reclamation.  Annual carbon 

sequestration from the quarry following reclamation will constitute less than 0.00001 percent to the 

annual contribution of forest management in the United States (Table 2). 

 

Table 2.  Cumulative Effects of Carbon Release from Little Wolf Quarry. 

Project Contribution to Carbon Emissions… Carbon Release (tonnes) 

Initial Carbon Release from Little Wolf Quarry1 229.5 

Annual Carbon Release from Little Wolf Quarry 45.3 

Carbon Release at Final Reclamation of Little Wolf Quarry 28.1 

Annual Global Carbon Emissions 6,800,000,000 

Current Annual U.S. Carbon Emissions 1,700,000,000 

Project Contribution to Carbon Sequestration… Carbon Stored (tonnes) 

Annual Carbon Sequestration in Little Wolf Quarry following Reclamation 19.2 

Annual Net Carbon Sequestration by Forest Management in the U.S. 196,000,000 
1 Includes 88 tonnes from timber harvest, 0.5 tonnes from fuel consumption during harvest, 141 tonnes from removal 

of other vegetation and soil carbon on 2.0 acres. 

 

 

Compliance and Monitoring 

Compliance with this decision will be ensured by frequent on-the-ground inspections by the Contracting 

Officer’s Representative.  Monitoring will be conducted as indicated in the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion 

EA (pgs. 12, 24). 

 

 

SECTION 2 – THE DECISION RATIONALE 
 

The Project Design Features described in the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion Project EA (pgs. 9-12) will 

minimize soil compaction, limit erosion, and protect slope stability, wildlife habitat, fish habitat, air and 

water quality, as well as other identified resource values.  I have reviewed the resource information 

contained in the EA and the updated information presented in this decision. 

 

Chapter 2 of the EA also describes two alternatives: a "No Action" alternative and a "Proposed Action" 

alternative. The No Action alternative was not selected because it did not meet the objectives from pages 

5-6 of the EA to:  

 

• Address quarry development, management, and reclamation needs through implementation 

planning (EA, pg. 5),  

• Maintain exploration and development opportunities for leasable and locatable energy and 

mineral resources (EA, pg. 5). 
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• Provide opportunities for extraction of salable minerals by other government entities, private 

industry, individuals, and non-profit organizations (EA, pg. 5). 

• Continue to make available mineral resources on the federal mineral estate (EA, pg. 6) 

• Continue to use rock from existing quarries for construction and maintenance of timber sale 

access roads and other purposes (EA, pg. 6). 

• Emphasize long term regional quarry use (EA, pg. 6). 

 

The implementation of this project will not have significant environmental effects beyond those already 

identified in the 2008 ROD/RMP.  The Little Wolf Quarry Expansion does not constitute a major federal 

action having significant effects on the human environment; therefore, an environmental impact statement 

will not be prepared. 

 

Plan Conformance 

The Roseburg District initiated planning and design for this project August 21, 2007 to conform and be 

consistent with the Roseburg District’s 1995 ROD/RMP.  Following the March 31, 2011 decision by the 

United States District Court for the District of Columbia in Douglas Timber Operators et al. v. Salazar, 

which vacated and remanded the administrative withdrawal of the Roseburg District’s 2008 ROD/RMP, I 

evaluated this project for consistency with both the 1995 ROD/RMP and the 2008 ROD/RMP.  Based 

upon this review, the selected alternative contains some design features not mentioned specifically in the 

2008 ROD/RMP. 

 

Under the 1995 ROD/RMP, Little Wolf Quarry expansion was formerly within the Late-Successional 

Reserve (LSR) Land Use Allocation (EA, pgs. 3).  Under the 2008 ROD/RMP, this project is within the 

Administratively Withdrawn and LSMA Land-Use Allocations (q.v., pg. 1).  Under the 1995 ROD/RMP 

(pg. 67), management direction was to “[c]ontinue to use rock from existing quarries for construction and 

maintenance of timber sale access roads and other purposes”.  This decision is consistent with that former 

guidance to expand active quarry operations into three acres of the existing quarry that is undeveloped 

(EA, pg. 3).  In addition, 1995 ROD/RMP direction (pg. 67) was to “…require operational constraints for 

locatable mineral activities to minimize detrimental effects on late-successional habitat”.  This decision is 

consistent with this former guidance since no late-successional habitat is being modified and a portion of 

the Little Wolf Quarry (6.4 acres) will be reclaimed following the removal of last remaining saleable 

minerals in 25 years (q.v., pg. 1). 

 

This decision is in conformance with management direction in the 2008 ROD/RMP (pg. 32) for 

Administratively Withdrawn Areas to manage quarries “…for the purpose for which the facilities were 

constructed”.  The 2.0 acres of new surface disturbance within the quarry will be developed as part of 

active quarry operations.  However, management direction in the 2008 ROD/RMP for the LSMA to 

promote development of habitat suitable for nesting, roosting, and foraging for the northern spotted owl 

and for nesting of marbled murrelets in stands that currently do not meet that habitat criteria will be 

delayed.  Removal of the 2.0 acres of forest stand in Little Wolf Quarry will delay development of 

suitable habitat for the northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet.  Following final reclamation of Little 

Wolf Quarry in 25 years, there will be the opportunity for the development of up to 6.4 acres of suitable 

habitat, however.    

 

The 2008 ROD/RMP did not preclude use of these design features, and the use of these design features is 

clearly consistent with the goals and objectives in the 2008 ROD/RMP.  Accordingly, this project is 

consistent with the Roseburg District’s 1995 ROD/RMP and the 2008 ROD/RMP. 

 

The implementation of this project will not have significant environmental effects beyond those already 

identified in the 2008 Final EIS/Proposed RMP.  Mud Slinger Commercial Thinning and Density 
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Management does not constitute a major federal action having significant effects on the human 

environment; therefore, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared. 

 

Survey & Manage 

On December 17, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington issued an 

order in Conservation Northwest, et al. v. Sherman, et al., No. 08-1067-JCC (W.D. Wash.), 

granting Plaintiffs’ motion for partial summary judgment and finding NEPA violations in the 

Final Supplemental to the 2004 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to Remove or 

Modify the Survey and Manage Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines (USDA and USDI, 

June 2007).  In response, parties entered into settlement negotiations in April 2010, and the Court 

filed approval of the resulting Settlement Agreement on July 6, 2011.  Projects that are within the 

range of the northern spotted owl are subject to the survey and management standards and 

guidelines in the 2001 ROD, as modified by the 2011 Settlement Agreement.   

 

The Little Wolf Quarry Expansion project is consistent with the Roseburg District Resource 

Management Plan/Forest Land and Resource Management Plan as amended by the 2001 Record 

of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection 

Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (2001 ROD), as modified by 

the 2011 Settlement Agreement.  

 
The 2011 Settlement Agreement states: 

 

“For projects with signed Records of Decision, Decision Notices, or Decision Memoranda from 

December 17, 2009, through September 30, 2012, the Agencies will use either of the following 

Survey and Manage species lists: 

a. The list of Survey and Manage species in the 2001 ROD (Table 1-1, Standards 

and Guidelines, pages 41-51). 

b. The list of Survey and Manage species and associated species mitigation, 

Attachment 1 to the Settlement Agreement.” 

 
The Little Wolf Quarry Expansion project applies the Survey and Manage species list in the 2011 

Settlement Agreement (Table, Settlement Agreement Attachment 1) and thus meets the provisions 

of the 2001 Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and 

Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines, as modified 

by the 2011 Settlement Agreement.  (Survey and Manage Species Tracking Forms, attached). 

 

 

SECTION 3 – PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

The BLM solicited comments from affected tribal governments, adjacent landowners, affected State and 

local government agencies, and the general public on the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion EA during a 30-

day public comment period (September 9, 2008 – October 9, 2009).  Comments were received as a result 

of the public comment period. 

 

Upon reviewing the comments, the following topics warrant additional clarification specific to the Little 

Wolf Quarry Expansion project: (1) impacts to reserves and wildlife, (2) global warming, (3) Wolf Creek 

tributary within the quarry, and (4) woody debris recruitment into Wolf Creek. 
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1) Impacts to Reserves & Wildlife  

Comments were received concerned with the impacts to the LSR, Riparian Reserve, and wildlife 

within those reserves.  

 

The EA described impacts to the environment from expansion of the Little Wolf Quarry 

including: forest vegetation (pgs. 14-15), wildlife (pgs. 15-17), fuels management (pg. 17), soils 

(pg. 19), hydrology (pgs. 20-21), fisheries (pgs. 22-23), and botanical resources (pg. 24).  As 

described previously in this decision (q.v., pgs. 6-7), the expansion of the quarry is consistent 

with guidance for Land Use Allocations under both the 1995 ROD/RMP and the 2008 

ROD/RMP. 

 

The EA described that quarry expansion will reduce recruitment habitat for marbled murrelets by 

2.0 acres and remove primary constituent elements of marbled murrelet critical habitat (EA, pgs. 

15-16).  The EA also described that expansion of the quarry will reduce the amount of dispersal 

habitat available to northern spotted owls by 2.0 acres and remove primary constituent elements 

of spotted owl critical habitat (EA, pg. 16). Consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

was completed August 4, 2009 (Biological Opinion on the Roseburg District BLM Fiscal Year 

2009-2010 Program of Activities; FWS Ref. No. 13420-2009-F-0125) and it is the Service's 

biological opinion that the Roseburg District’s proposed program of commercial thinning and 

other programmatic actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the spotted 

owl, and the marbled murrelet (BO, pg. 75).  

 

This conclusion is warranted because implementation: is likely to maintain a sufficient 

amount and distribution of dispersal habitat between LSMAs to facilitate natal and adult 

spotted owl dispersal, is not likely to completely eliminate mammalian and other prey 

species, is not likely to adversely affect the ability of LSMAs in or near the project area to 

provide for viable clusters of reproducing spotted owl, and will not occur within forest stands 

meeting the description in Recovery Action 32 (BO, pg. 75). 
 

2) Global Warming 

Comments were received that inquired about the impacts of global warming from the proposed 

expansion of the Little Wolf Quarry.  

 

The relationship between global warming and Little Wolf Quarry was described previously in this 

decision under Updated Information: Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions as was the 

estimated contribution of the quarry expansion to carbon emissions into the atmosphere (q.v., pgs. 

2-5). 

 

3) Wolf Creek Tributary within the Quarry 

Comments were received that expressed confusion with a tributary depicted to Wolf Creek that 

appeared to flow through the quarry. 

 

As stated in the EA (pg. 22), there are no streams within the area of expansion. There is a third-

order unnamed tributary to Little Wolf Creek that flows adjacent to the west side of the project 

area.  The existing drainage ditch at the east side of the existing quarry will be lengthened to 

provide for overflow from the pond and will also be re-vegetated with wetland species vegetation.  

The map in the EA is a conceptual representation of the completed reclamation plan.  The 
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watercourse depicted on this map is a construct as envisioned for the settlement pond after the 

quarry has been reclaimed.  Both the pond and the watercourse will create future riparian habitat. 

4) Woody Debris Recruitment into Wolf Creek  

Comments were received that expressed concern that trees from the 2.0 acres of quarry expansion 

would no longer be available for recruitment into Wolf Creek. 

 

As stated in the EA (pg. 22), instream habitat restoration projects were planned for Little Wolf 

Creek in 2008 and 2009.  Between 2008 and 2010, approximately 420 logs and 250 boulders have 

been placed in 2.7 miles of Little Wolf Creek at 45 different sites (pers. comm. J.McEnroe, Sept. 

20, 2011).  These projects will improve fish habitat within the watershed by creating high quality 

spawning and rearing habitat.   

 

Although trees from the 2.0 acres of forest area to be removed in the quarry expansion could, 

theoretically, enter the stream as coarse woody debris it is unlikely that they would do so in 

practice.  The 24-8-36.0 road lies between Wolf Creek and the forested area to be removed as part 

of the quarry expansion.  The 24-8-36.0 road is a mainline road that is routinely maintained and 

any trees that fall across it are cut and bucked to maintain the roadway in a usable, open condition 

and are unlikely to reach Wolf Creek as woody debris.    

 

The remaining comments did not raise substantive issues that would influence my selection of the Action 

Alternative for the Little Wolf Quarry Expansion EA, as updated above.   

 

 

SECTION 4 – PROTEST PROCEDURES 
 

The decision described in this document is a forest management decision and is subject to protest by the 

public. In accordance with Forest Management Regulations at 43 CFR Subpart 5003 Administrative 

Remedies, protests of this decision may be filed with the authorized officer (Max Yager) within 15 days 

of the publication date of the notice of decision/timber sale advertisement in The News-Review, Roseburg, 

Oregon.  

 

43 CFR § 5003.3 subsection (b) states: “Protests shall be filed with the authorized officer and shall 

contain a written statement of reasons for protesting the decision.”  This precludes the acceptance of 

electronic mail (email) or facsimile (fax) protests. Only written and signed hard copies of protests that are 

delivered to the Roseburg District office will be accepted.  The protest must clearly and concisely state 

which portion or element of the decision is being protested and the reasons why the decision is believed to 

be in error.  

 

43 CFR § 5003.3 subsection (c) states: “Protests received more than 15 days after the publication of the 

notice of decision or the notice of sale are not timely filed and shall not be considered.”  Upon timely 

filing of a protest, the authorized officer shall reconsider the project decision to be implemented in light of 

the statement of reasons for the protest and other pertinent information available to her.  The authorized 

officer shall, at the conclusion of the review, serve the protest decision in writing to the protesting 

party(ies).  Upon denial of a protest, the authorized officer may proceed with the implementation of the 

decision as permitted by regulations at 5003.3(f).  

 

If no protest is received by the close of business (4:30 P.M.; Pacific Standard Time) within 15 days after 

publication of the decision notice, this decision will become final. If a timely protest is received, the 

project decision will be reconsidered in light of the statement of reasons for the protest and other pertinent 





 

 

 

Appendix A.  Survey & Manage Wildlife Species 
 
Survey & Manage Tracking Form: 

Wildlife Species Survey and Site Management Summary 

 

Roseburg District BLM – Swiftwater Field Office 

 

Project Name:  Little Wolf Quarry Expansion    Prepared By: Elizabeth Gayner 

Project Type:  Quarry  Expansion     Date:  September 16, 2011  

Location:  Section 01, T. 25 S., R. 8 W.  

    

S&M List Date: 2011 Settlement Agreement  

 

The Roseburg District compiled the species listed below from the 2011 Settlement Agreement 

Attachment 1.  The list includes those vertebrate and invertebrate species with pre-disturbance survey 

requirements (Category A, B, or C species), whose known or suspected range includes the Roseburg 

District according to:   

 Survey Protocol for the Great Gray Owl within the range of the Northwest Forest Plan v3.0, 

January 12, 2004; and language in the 2011 Settlement Agreement Species List (refer to IM-OR-

2011-063, Attachment 1-26, July 21, 2011). 

 Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole: Arborimus longicaudus (= Phenacomys longicaudus in 

the Record of Decision of the Northwest Forest Plan), Version 2.1, Revision October 2002 (refer 

to IM-OR-2003-003, October 23, 2002). 

 Survey Protocol for Survey and Manage Terrestrial Mollusk Species from the Northwest Forest 

Plan, Version 3.0, 2003 (refer to IM-OR-2003-044, February 21, 2003). 

 

This list also includes any Category D, E, or F species with known sites located within the Boyd Salvage.  

Applicable management recommendations include:  

 Interim management recommendations for the Great Gray Owl were put forth in the 2011 Survey 

and Manage Settlement Agreement Species List (refer to IM-OR-2011-063, Attachment 1-26, 

July 21, 2011). 

 Management Recommendations for the Oregon Red Tree Vole: Arborimus longicaudus, Version 

2.0 (refer to IM-OR-2000-086, September 27, 2000). 

 Management Recommendations for Survey and Manage Terrestrial Mollusks, Version 2.0, 

October 1999 (refer to IM-OR-2000-003, October 15, 1999 and to IM-OR-2000-015, November 

23, 1999).  



 

 

 

Table A.  Survey & Manage Wildlife Species  

Species 

 

S&M 

Category 

Survey Triggers Survey Results 

Site 

Management 

Within 

Range 

of the 

Species? 

Contains 

Suitable 

habitat? 

Habitat 

Disturbing*? 

Surveys 

Required? 

Survey 

Date 
(month/year) 

Sites 

Known 

or 

Found? 

 

Vertebrates         

Great Gray Owl 

(Strix nebulosa) 
C Yes No

1
 No No

1
 N/A 0 N/A 

Red Tree Vole 

(Arborimus 

longicaudus) 

C Yes Yes
2
 Yes Yes

2
 May 2010 0 N/A

 
 

Mollusks         

Siskiyou Sideband 

(Monadenia 

chaceana) 

B
3
 Yes Yes

4
 Yes

 4 Yes
3
 

May & Nov 

2010 
0 N/A

 
 

Crater Lake 

Tightcoil 

(Pristiloma arcticum 

crateris) 

A No No
5
 No

5 No
5
 N/A 0 N/A 

Oregon Megomphix 

(Megomphix 

hemphilli) 

F
6
 Yes Yes

7
 Yes

7 No
6
 

May & Nov 

2010 
0 N/A 

 

*”Habitat disturbing” and thereby a trigger for surveys as defined in the 2001 ROD S&Gs (p. 22).   

 

N/A = Not Applicable 

  
1
 Pre-disturbance surveys for the Great Gray Owl are not required since there is no suitable nesting habitat 

within the project area or within proximity of the project area that would be impacted by disturbance.  

The required habitat characteristics of suitable habitat include: (1) large diameter nest trees, (2) forest 

for roosting cover, and (3) proximity [within 600 feet] to openings that could be used as foraging areas 

(Survey Protocol for the Great Gray Owl within the range of the Northwest Forest Plan v3.0, January 

12, 2004; and mitigation language in the 2011 Settlement Agreement Species List).  The stands in the 

project do not have proximity to natural-openings > 10 acres (Elizabeth Gayner, staff review, 2010) and 

pre-disturbance surveys are not suggested in suitable nesting habitat adjacent to man-made openings at 

this time (pg. 14, Survey Protocol for the Great Gray Owl within the range of the Northwest Forest 

Plan v3.0, January 12, 2004). 

2
 This project would occur within a 71 year-old Douglas fir stand. Pre-disturbance surveys for the Red 

Tree Vole were completed in May 2010 on four acres within the proposed expansion area.  No arboreal 

clumps, resin ducts, or other indication of red tree voles were discovered within the project area. 

3
 Equivalent-effort pre-disturbance surveys are required for this species.   

4 
Suitable habitat for the Siskiyou Sideband may be found within 30 meters (98 feet) of rocky areas, talus 

deposits and in associated riparian areas in the Klamath physiographic province and adjacent portions 

of the south-western Oregon Cascades.  Areas of herbaceous vegetation in these rocky landscapes 

adjacent to forested habitats are preferred.  Areas that contain moist, shaded rock surfaces are preferred 

for daily refuges.  In more mesic, forested habitats, especially in the Oregon Cascades, the species is 

associated with large woody debris and the typical rocky habitat is not required. Forest habitats without 

either rock features or large woody debris are not currently considered to be suitable habitat for this 

species (pg. 42, Survey Protocol for Survey and Manage Terrestrial Mollusk Species from the 

Northwest Forest Plan, Version 3.0, 2003).  Pre-disturbance surveys for the Siskiyou Sideband are 

required because the quarry expansion would remove both vegetative and rock habitat elements 
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Appendix B.  Survey & Manage Botany Species 
 
                                                                                                                                     

  

  

 Botany Species Survey and Site Management Summary 

 

Roseburg District BLM – Swiftwater Field Office 

 

Project Name:  Little Wolf Quarry Expansion    Prepared By:  Julie Knurowski  

Project Type:  Quarry Expansion     Date:  September 21, 2011 

Location:  T. 25 S. – R. 08 W. – Section 01  

  

 

S&M List Date: 2011 Settlement Agreement 

 

Table A.  Survey & Manage Botany Species  

The Roseburg District compiled the species listed below from the 2011 Settlement Agreement Attachment 1.  This 

includes those vascular and non-vascular plant species with pre-disturbance survey requirements (Category A or C 

species), whose known or suspected range includes the Roseburg District according to:   

 Survey Protocol for Bridgeoporus nobilissimus v 3.0 June 2008. 

 Survey Protocols for Survey & Manage Strategy 2 Vascular Plants v 2.0; December 1998. 

 Survey Protocols for Category A & C Lichens v 2.0; September 2002. 

 Survey Protocols for Component 2 Lichens v 2.0; March 12, 1998.  Survey and Manage Survey Protocol-

Lichens v 2.1 Addendum 

 Survey Protocols for Survey and Manage Component 2 Bryophytes v 2.0; December 11, 1997. 

 

Species 

 

S&M 

Category 

Survey Triggers Survey Results 

Site 

Management 

Within 

Range of 

the 

Species? 

Contains 

Suitable 

habitat? 

Habitat 

Disturbing*? 

Surveys 

Required

? 

Survey 

Date  

(month/ 

year) 

Sites 

Known 

or 

Found? 

 

List Category A & C lichens, bryophytes and vascular plants Surveys practical, document and manage. 

Fungi 

Bridgeoporus 

nobillissimus 
A Yes No  N/A No N/A 0 No 

Lichens 

Hypogymnia 

duplicata 
C No  N/A N/A No N/A 0 N/A 

Leptogium 

cyanescens 
A No N/A N/A No N/A 0 N/A 

Lobaria linita A No No  N/A No N/A 0 N/A 

Nephroma occultum A Yes No N/A No N/A 0 N/A 

Pseudocyphellaria 

rainierensis 
A Yes No N/A No N/A 0 N/A 

Bryophytes 

Schistostega 

pennata 
A No  N/A N/A No N/A 0 N/A 

Tetraphis geniculata A Yes No  N/A No N/A 0 N/A 
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